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CH.APTER I 
Introduction 
With the publication of Rosenthal's Experimenter Effects in Behavioral 
Research (1966) a new impetus has been afforded the burgeoning concern in 
psychological research over the impact of the experimenter (or administrator 
of psychological tests or therapist) on the behavior of his subject. The 
fact that it followed by only three years McGuigan's (1963) statement on the 
neglect of the experimenter as a stimulus object, attests to the intensity of 
recent efforts to deal more satisfactorily with this issue. 
More recently Rosenthal (1967) has further dramatized that "unintended 
covert communication by E to ! appears to be the norm in psychological exper-
iments." Since so much of what has been learned by behavioral scientists has 
been learned within the context of the experimenter-subject relationship, 
obvious and serious implications arise from any demonstration that the 
subjects' responses have been determined in part by personal characteristics 
of the data collector. At the very least it follows that the more that is 
known about the experimenter as an independent variable in the experimental, 
testing or therapy situations, the more meaningful will be the interpretations 
given to data collected in these situations. Affirmations of the critical 
nature of this issue and of the need for further research have been provided 
by Kintz, Delprato, Mettee, Persons and Schappe (1965), McGuigan (1%3) and 
Masling (1960). 
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A new aspect of this concern over the effects of experimenter-subject 
interaction is being raised by the present trend for clergymen to obtain 
advanced degrees in psychology (Seeman, 1961; Webb, 1962). The implication 
is that there will be a corresponding increase in the number of psychologist-
clergymen who will be functioning in experimental, testing and therapeutic 
situations. Since the clergyman, who is recognized as such by a subject, is 
ostensibly a different type of experimenter-stimulus than is typically 
presented to a subject, it seems important to find out what effect, if any, 
psychologist-clergymen have on others (Walker, Davis and Firetto, 1968). 
The point at issue is that clergymen of all faiths obtain a position of 
status and prestige in both their religious and social communities. This is 
perhaps especially true in more highly structured religious denominations in 
which the clergy are set apart by their clerical attire and way of life. In 
some instances, as with Roman Catholics, church members are accustomed to 
approaching their clergymen with greater candor and confidence, because of 
such security inducing concepts as the secrecy of the confessional. Also, an 
idealized stereotype of the clergyman has of ten been maintained. This image, 
particularly in the Roman Catholic denomination, seems to be based on the 
notion that by calling and ordination a man is lifted to a superior, almost 
other-worldly, position in relation to other church members. It is possible, 
therefore, that the attribution of "official qualities'' to clergymen has been 
encouraged. 
The implication of the above is that subjects may perceive differently 
and so respond differently to an experimenter (administrator of psychological 
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tests, therapist) who is also, recognizably, a clergyman. To date, however, 
there has been a minimum of scientific investigation into the specific nature 
and extent of the influence which might be exercised on a subject's responses 
to such a psychologist-clergyman. (See Review of Related Literature below.) 
The present study intends to explore the stimulus value of a clergyman 
(in this case, a Roman Catholic priest) as the administrator of psychological 
tests. The specific purpose is to investigate the differences in subjects' 
ratings of the examiner on five variables, when the examiner is a clergyman 
as opposed to a layman. The five variables under study are: "liked me", 
"honest", "professional", "warm", and ''respectful of me". More specifically, 
the data will be analyzed to determine whether and to what extent the differ-
ences in the subjects' ratings were a function of: 1) role of experimenter 
as clergyman, 2) sex of subject, and/or 3) unspecified individual differences 
between experimenters. 
CHAPTER II 
Review of Related Literature 
The literature to be reviewed is that dealing with characteristics of 
the psychological examiner or experimenter, with special emphasis on studies 
in which the role or status of the experimenter was the variable being 
investigated. A brief summary of studies relating to the sex of subjects will 
also be included. 
Reviews by McGuigan (1963) and Rosenthal {1964) pointed out how serious 
was the problem of experimenter effect and how necessary it was to give more 
attention to it in psychological research. Both reviewers took the same 
apocalyptic tone as Masling (1960) did when reviewing literature dealing with 
examiner effect. From about 1960 to the present, due primarily to the pro-
lific publication efforts of Robert Rosenthal and his colleagues, an abundance 
of reported research dealing with experimenter effect has appeared. In their 
review of literature relating to experimenter effect, however, Kintz, Delprato, 
Mettee, Persons, and Schappe (1965) still found it necessary to issue a strong 
admonition on the seriousness of this variable in psychological research. 
The most comprehensive review of the literature on experimenter effect 
was compiled by Rosenthal (1966). In this volume. Rosenthal discussed the 
literature relevant to biosocial attributes of the experimenter (e.g., exper-
imenter's sex, age, race and religion), various psychosocial attributes {e.g., 
experimenter's anxiety, need for approval, authoritarianism, dominance and 
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intelligence), and two social psychological attributes (experimenter's rela-
tive status to the subject and his warmth). Particular attention was given 
by R.psenthal to the unintended influence the experimenter may exert because 
of his o,wn expectancies with regard to the experimental results. Perhaps the 
most lasting value of Rosenthal's work were bis critique and proposals re-
lating to method in psychological research. 
There are few studies (Binder. McConnell and Sjohol.m, 1957; Ferguson and 
Huss, 1960; Stevenson and Allen, 1967; Walker and Firetto, 1965) which relate 
to physical attributes of the experimenter. In all of these there are strong 
indications that the differences obtained were more likely due to the exper-
imenter's communicated feelings or feelings accompanying the physical differ-
ences, rather than to the physical differences themselves (Ferguson and Buss, 
1960). Available evidence (Rosenthal, 1966; Rosenthal, 1967; Sarason and 
Minard, 1963; Sarason and Winkel, 1966) tends to demonstrate that even sex of 
the experimenter is more properly discussed as a "status" variable or one 
having to do with emotional or attitudinal states, rather than as a physical 
characteristic variable. Rosenthal (1967) has remarked that no matter how 
rigorously experimenters follow a procedure, an experiment done by a female 
investigator is simply not the same experiment as that done by a male. 
Studies regarding the influence of the religion of the experimenter have 
been conducted by Hyman, Cobb, Feldman. Hart and Stember (1954) and by 
Robinson and Rhode (1946). Both gave evidence that interviewers perceived as 
Jews elicited less negative Jewish sentiment from interviewees. These find-
ings were less than conclusive and did not, moreover, appear immediately 
relevant to the present study. 
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Research concerning the status or recognizable role of the experimenter 
are more pertinent to this investigation. It should be noted that in most 
studies to be cited status is defined more in terms of the way the experimen-
ter acts than in terms of a physical variable such as clothing. What seems 
like long ago, Norman (1948) reported that no matter how the experimenter 
derives his relative status or prestige, that status affects not only whether 
but also how the subject will respond. Prince (1962) found that control of 
subjects' responses was highly correlated with the prestige of the examiner. 
Stevenson (1961) also reported that higher status experimenters were more 
effective in influencing their subjects. His data suggest that the younger 
the child, the more effective is the status variable. Ekman and Friesen 
(1960), Rosenthal, Kohn, Greenfield and Carota (1966), and Sarason and Minard 
(1963) reported findings demonstrating that subjeets generally respond more 
favorably to more prestigious appearing and behaving experimenters. In 
summary, Rosenthal (1966) stated that the general impression obtained from 
studies relevant to the experimenter's status is that, when the subject's 
task involves conforming to an experimenter's influence, higher statue exper-
imenters are more successful in obtaining such conformity. 
As was alluded to above (Rosenthal, 1967), a good deal of research has 
been conducted which shows that male and female experimenters sometimes obtain 
significantly different data from their subjects, though it is not always 
possible to predict how subjects' responses will be affected by the experi-
menter's sex. One of the most frequently investigated variables, and one 
that often interacts with experimenter's sex, is the sex of the subject. In 
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one study which considered the sex of the subjects (Rosenthal, Friedman and 
Kurland, 1965), it developed that when experimenters and subjects were of the 
same sex the variability of subjects' ratings was significantly greater than 
when the dyads were composed of opposite-sexed persons. Within the past few 
years a number of investigators have pointed out the interacting effects of 
experimental variables and the sex of subjects (Carlson and Carlson, 1960; 
Hovland and Janis, 1959; Kagan and Moss, 1962; McClelland, 1965; Sarason, 
Davidson, Lighthall, Waite and Ruebush, 1960). Both simple, across-the-board 
sex differences and interacting sex differences may have multiple sources. 
Rosenthal (1966} has emphasized the variable of differential treatment of 
male and female subjects. 
Returning to the question of the status or recognizable role of the 
experimenter as a variable iu psychological research, mention must be made of 
the several studies which immediately precede, by relevance to design, the 
present study. Five recent studies (Walker and Firetto, 1965;.Baur, 1966; 
Lartigue, .1967; Walker, Davis and Firetto, 1968; Davis, 1968) investigated 
the stimulus effect of the religious office (Catholic priest and, in one case, 
catholic nun) of the examiner in the administration of psychological tests. 
A Roman Catholic priest and a Roman Catholic layman, or a nun and a laywoman, 
would change clothing and professional "identity" for half of their subjects. 
Four of the five studies utilized a 95 item version of Taylor's Biographical 
Inventory (Taylor, 1953) as the test administered to the subjects, the same 
instrument proposed for use in the present study. The exception was the 
study by Lartigue (1967), which utilized the General Anxiety Scale for Child-
\ 
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ren (Sarason, Davidson, Lighthall, Waite and Britton, 1960), a similar instru-
ment for testing children. 
'J.'wo,of these studies (Walker and Firetto, 1965, and Baur, 1966) found 
significant differences in the subjects' responses to the clergyman-layman 
variable on the MAS and MMPI L scales of the Inventory. However, the differ-
ences were not consistent across the three variables, they could not be 
clearly attributed to the effect of one class of independent variable, and 
the procedure and populations set severe limits on generalization. Lartigue 
(1967) reported significant differences on the clergyman-layman variable only 
in the context of individual versus group testing situations. In the Walker, 
Davis and Firetto (1968) study the data revealed that the clergyman-layman 
variable was not relev8llt, but that "true role" versus "simulated role" of 
the experimenters resulted in significant performance dif ferencea by the two 
sexes on the MAS and L scales. 
The limited, sometimes inconsistent, positive results of the four studies 
discussed prompted Davis (1968) to replicate the basic design in a more 
elaborate fashion. He used four experimenters instead of the one or two used 
in the previous studies, his hypotheses were more carefully defined, his 
subject population and procedure were better controlled, resulting all in all 
in a "cleaner" experimental design with more generalizing power. Analysis of 
the data revealed that the clergyman-layman variable and the individual-group 
administration variable were not relevant. Significant performance differ-
ences on the MMPI I and L scales were a function of the different experimen< 
ters. Also, Female subjects scored significantly higher on the MAS and the 
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MMPI L scales. The results regarding the clergyman-layman variable, i.e., 
whether the experimenter was dressed as a priest or not, were the most strik-
ing in that so little variation was associated with it. There was a clear 
tendency to respond to the person rather than to the symbolic garb or the 
"clergyman role". The differences in subject responses according to sex on 
the MAS and MMPI L scales agreed with the consistent results of other studies 
utilizing a homogeneous Roman Catholic population (Baur, 1966; Walker, Davis 
and Firetto, 1968). 
Finally, though a replication of the basic design of the five studies 
discussed immediately above, the present investigation proposed the addition 
of a series of rating scales by which the subjects would rate the experimenter 
on five separate variables: "liked me", "honest", "professional", "warm", 
"respectful of me". The procedural precedent was a study of subjects' percep-
tion of their experimenter under conditions of experimenter bias by Rosenthal, 
Fode, Friedman, and Vikan (1960). Taking a lead from the research suggestion 
of Riecken (1962), Rosenthal et al had subjects fill out a questionnaire 
dealing primarily with their perception of their experimenter. The question-
naire was set up as a series of 27 20-point rating scales running frOJD -10 to 
+10. Though the study was aimed primarily at learning more about subjects' 
perceptions of their experimenters under conditions of experimenter bias, 
Rosenthal et al concluded that the rating scale technique suggested by Riecken 
was worthwhile. Apparently, it was possible to obtain, from the subjects' 
ratings, a fair estimate of their perceptions of their experimenters. 
The present study, therefore, has proposed the use of such rating $Ca~~~ 
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to obtain data on the subjects perceptions of their experimenter, when the 
variables in question are: role of experimenter as clergyman, sex of subject. 
and individual differences between experimenters. 
CHAPTER III 
Procedure 
Experimenters. There were two experimenters (Es), both of whom were 
graduate students in clinical psychology at Loyola University, Chicago, 
Illinois. One was a Caucasian, Roman Catholic priest, aged 31. The other 
was a Caucasian, Roman Catholic layman, aged 28. As priests the Es wore black 
suits, roman collars, and were referred to as "Father". As laymen the Es wore 
-
business suits, white shirts and ties, and were referred to as "Mister". 
Subjects. The subjects (Ss) were 64 male and 64 female, Roman Catholic, 
• 
undergraduate students enrolled in introductory psychology classes at Loyola 
University, Chicago, Illinois. The 128 §.s were divided in such a way that 
each~ tested and was rated by approximately 32 males and 32 females. Each E 
tested and was rated by approximately 16 male and 16 female §.s as a priest, 
and approximately 16 male and 16 female §.s as a layman. The minimum number of 
Ss in each condition was 15 and the maximum was 17. 
~Materials. Two testing instruments were used. The first instrument 
administered to the 128 §.s was a 95 item version of Taylor's Biographical 
Inventory (Taylor, 19.53). It consisted of the 50 item Taylor Manifest Anxiety 
Scale (MAS), the 30 item Minnesota Multiphasic Persona1ity Inventory K scale 
(MMPI),. and the 15 item MMPI L scale (Hathaway and McKinley, 1951). 
The second instrument was a series of rating scales which were an expanded 
version of those used by Rosenthal (1960). Using this instrument, each§. 
11 
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rated the! in question on five selected variables: "liked me", 11honest 11 ) 
"professionaln, "warm11 , "respectful of me'1 • These five variables were 
embedded in a series of 30 20-point rating scales, from a -10 rating (e.g., 
extremely friendly) to a +10 rating (e.g., extremely unfriendly). 
Proce<!.~ and Inst,.J,;.~~tions. Each_[ was tested individually by one of 
the Es. Each! was met on an appointment schedule by the ! in question, 
ushered into a testing booth and made to feel comfortable. E introduced 
himself as a clinical psychologist doing research in personality. The 
instructions read to each ! were as follows: 
I have here a set of statements which represent experiences, ways 
of doing things, beliefs or preferences that are true of some 
people but not true of others. I am going to read them to you 
one at a time~ and what I would like you to do is decide whether 
or not each is true with respect to yourself. For example. if the 
statement is true or true of you most of the time, answer true; if 
it is not true or not true of you .!!2!t of the time, answer false. 
Answer the statements as carefully and as honestly as you can. 
There are no right or wrong answers. We are interested in the way 
you work and the things you believe. Do you understand? 
If ! understood what was expected of him, ! began reading the items from 
the Biographical Inventory and recording the answers on an IBM sheet. The 
IBM sheets were matked in such a way that a record was kept of the order in 
which the Ss were seen, both by each E and in each condition. ! answered any 
question in an unstructured manner, such as, "Interpret it in any way you 
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like," or by referring to the introductory instructions. ! did not enter into 
divcussion with ! during the testing session. When testing was completed, ! 
read the following to §.: 
What I have just administered to you is a widely used paper and 
pencil instrument that has been given by psychologists to 
thousands of people across the country as a test of emotional 
reaction. However, the test has typically been administered on a 
group basis, that is, most of the time the test is taken by large 
groups of people sitting in a room together. Now we are beginning 
to do research on how people respond to this test when it is 
administered by a psychologist in a one to one relationship. or 
a face to face situation such as the one in which you have just 
participated. When the data is analyzed, the results will be 
discussed in your psychology class and you will have the opportunity 
to ask about this research. 
E then ushered ! into a separate testiJ!8 booth and gave the following 
instructions: 
What I would like you to do now, as the final part of your 
particivatioa in this project, is to complete this rating scale 
according to the self-contained instructions. When you have 
completed it, you may leave it in the box provided for it outside 
the testing booth. Thank you for your time and effort. 
The written instructions provided on the rating scale instrument were as 
follows: 
14 
Please rate the experiMnter in the exp13riment in \fhich you have 
just participated on the following scale. Notice that the scale 
ranges from -10 to +10. If you feel that the experimenter was 
high on the characteristic in question, please rate him approp-
riately high on the + end of the scale, by placing a check mark 
( J) over the number of your choice. If you feel that the 
experimenter was low on the characteristic in question. do the 
same thing on the - end of the scale. For example, if you felt 
the examiner was very friendly, you would rate him about as 
follows: 
Friendly ·· - + J + 
10 9 8 7 6 s 4 3 2 1 l 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9 10 
CHAPTER IV 
Results 
For convenience in handling the data the rating scale scores were 
converted by adding a 10-point constant to each raw score. Thus the data 
were dealt with as if the original scales were 0 to +20 (instead of -10 to 
+10), and all scores are positive. For purposes of identification in 
reporting the results, the experimenter who actually was a Roman Catholic 
priest is labeled Experimenter 1, and the experimenter who actually was a 
Roman Catholic layman is labeled Experimenter 2. 
Means, standard deviations and number of subjects for the rating scale 
scores on each of the five rating scales are given in Table 1 through Table 5. 
15 
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.?:.illEJ. l 
Means, Standard Deviations and Number of Subjects 
for the Scores on the Rating Scale "Liked Me" 
Experimenter 1 
MALES FEMALES 
M 
.SD N tl SD N 
Priest 14.80 2.10 15 15.47 2.31 15 
Layman 15.25 1.98 16 15.12 2.47 16 
Experimenter 2 
M 
_@. :N tl fil?. N 
Priest 15.44 2.50 16 15.65 1. 78 17 
Layman 15.82 2.15 17 16.00 2.50 16 
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Table .£ 
Means, Standard Deviations and Number of Subjects 
for the Scores on the Rating Scale "Honest" 
Experimenter 1 
MALES FEMALES 
M SD N M SD li 
Priest 17.87 2.22 15 18.06 1. 77 15 
Layman 17.69 2.78 16 16.75 3.13 16 
Experimenter 2 
M ~ li M SD !i 
Priest 18.19 1.88 16 18.47 1.46 17 
Layman 18.47 1.58 17 17.50 2.65 16 
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Table l 
Means 1 Standard Deviations and Number of Subjects 
for the Scores on the Rating Scale "Professional" 
Experimenter l 
MALES FEMALES 
M SD N !:! fill ~ 
Priest 15.53 4.88 15 16.13 3.01 15 
Layman lG.88 1.93 16 17.19 3.11 16 
Experimenter 2 
11. fill 1i !1 SD li 
Priest 15.75 2.51 16 16.18 2.85 17 
Layman 15. 76 4.15 17 16.44 3.24 16 
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Table i 
Means, S,tl!ndard Deviations and Number of Subjects 
for the Scores on the Rating scale "Warm" 
Experimenter 1 
MALES FEMALES 
M §1! !i M §1! !i 
Priest 13.53 3.76 15 16.00 2.76 15 
Layman 15.50 2.62 16 14.69 3.82 16 
Experimenter 2 
M §Jl N M §Jl li 
Priest 15.12 3.22 16 16.12 2.09 16 
Layman 15.00 4.52 17 15.75 3.83 16 
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Table .2. 
Means, Standard Deviations and Number of Subjects 
for the S-c~ores on the Rating Scale "Respectful of Me" 
Experimenter 1 
MALES FEMALES 
M fil?. N M fil?. !i 
Priest 16.93 2.62 15 18.07 2.05 15 
Layman 17.69 1.68 16 18.38 1.54 16 
Experimenter 2 
M fil?. N !! fil?. !!. 
Priest 17.06 2.38 16 18.31 1.65 16 
Layman 17.82 1.82 17 lB.75 1.35 16 
The data from the three factors constituted s 2x2x2 factorial design. 
An analysis of variance was applied to the data for each scele with the 
proper adjustment in error term for the case of mixed variables, two fixed 
and one random. 
A summary of the analysis of varia~~e of the rating 6cale scores on each 
of the five dependent variables ie presented in Table 6 through Table 10. 
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Table .§. 
Analysis of Variance for Rola, Sex. Aud Examiner 
OU the Rating Scale "Liked He" 
Source df MS l 
Clergyman-Layman (A) 1 1.28 1.33 
Error (A X C) 1 .96 
Sex of Subject (B) 1 1.60 10.00 
Error (B X C) 1 .16 
Examiner (C) 1 10.24 1.80 
Error (Within Cells) 120 5.68 
AXB 1 1.60 1.67 
Error (AX B X C) 1 .96 
AXC 1 .96 .17 
B X C 1 .16 .03 
AXBJ{C 1 .96 .17 
Error (Within Cells) 120 5.68 
Total 127 
Table I 
Analysis of Varianee for Role, Sex, and Eltaminer 
on the Rating Scele "Honest" 
Sout.r& M MS 
Clergyman-Layman (A) 1 9.50 
Error (A X C) 1 1.28 
Sex of Subject (B) 1 4.14 
Error (B X C) 1 .02 
Examiner (C) , 10.21 .1. 
Error (Within Cells) 120 5.70 
AXB 1 11.33 
Error (AX B X C) 1 .03 
AXC 1 1.28 
BX C l .02 
AXBXC 1 .03 
Error (Within Cells) 120 5.70 
Total 127 
*(12. ( .05) 
! 
7.42 
207.00* 
1.79 
371.67* 
.22 
.004 
.01 
One condition, Sex of Subject, reached significance (! • 207.00, 
.E.. (.OS). Female subjects rated their experimenters lower on the scale 
"l:lonest0 than did male subjects. 
There was one significant (1. • 377.67, J?.(.05) two-way interaction 
between Role and Sex of Subject. 
Table ! 
Analysis of Variance for Role, Sex, and Examiner 
on the Rating Scale "Professional" 
Source 
Clergy•an-Laym.sn (A) 
Error (A X C) 
Sex of Subject (B) 
Error (B X C) 
Examiner (C) 
Error (Within Cells) 
AX B 
5tTOr (AX B X C) 
AX C 
BX C 
A X B X C 
Error (Within Celle} 
Total 
st 
1 
1 
1 
1 
l 
120 
1 
l 
1 
1 
1 
120 
127 
§ 
14.40 
1.12 
8.16 
.16 
5.12 
11. 7'J 
.003 
8.48 
1.12 
.16 
8.48 
11. 79 
! 
12.86 
51.00 
.43 
.0004 
.09 
.01 
• 72 
23 
One 
:e. < .05). 
Table 9 
Analysis of Variance for Role, Sex. and Examiner 
on the Rating Scale "Warm" 
Source df MS F 
Clergyman-Layman (A) 1 .06 .02 
Error (A X C) 1 2. 72 
Sex of Subject {B) 1 23.20 1160.00* 
Error ~B X C) 1 .02 
Examiner (C) 1 10.24 .96 
Error {Within Cells) 120 10.66 
AXB 1 30.08 2.26 
Error (A X B X C) 1 13.28 
AXC 1 2. 72 .26 
B X C 1 .02 .002 
AX BX C 1 13.28 1.25 
Error (Within Cells) 120 10.66 
Total 127 
*<:e.< .05) 
24 
condition, Sex of Subject, reached significance (! • 1160.00, 
Female subjects rated their experimenters higher on the scale 
than did male subjects. 
"Warm" 
Two 
l?. (".05}, 
25 
Table 10 
Analysis of Variance for Role. Sex, and Examiner 
on the Rating Scale "Respectful of Me" 
Source df MS 
.! 
Clergyman-Layman (A) l 10.40 346.67* 
Error (AX C) 1 .03 
Sex of Subject (B) 1 32.16 201.00* 
Error (B X C) 1 .16 
Examiner (C) l 1.60 1.10 
Error (Within Cells) 120 1.45 
AX B l 1.12 28.00 
Error (A X B X C} 1 .04 
AXC 1 .03 .02 
B X C 1 .16 .11 
AX BX C l .04 .03 
Error (Within Cells} 120 1.45 
Total 127 
*(.e_ ( .05) 
conditions, Role {F • 346.67, J?. < .05} and Sex of Subject {F • 201.00, 
reached significance. The experimenters as layman were rated higher 
on the scale "Respectful of Me0 than were the experimenters as clergymen. 
Female subjects rated the experimenters higher on the same scale than did 
male subjects. 
CHAPTER V 
Discussion 
The present research demonstrated that significant variations in 
subjects' perception of the experimenter may occur as a function of the sex 
of the subject, of the role of the experimenter or of an interaction between 
those two. The examiner variable proved to be irrelevant with regard to 
subjects' responses. 
Only on the rating scale "respectful of me" did subjects demonstrate a 
significant variation in their perception of the experimenter with regard to 
role (clergyman vs. layman). It could be postulated that this difference is 
related to the idealized stereotype of the Roman Catholic clergyman as one 
possessing a superior, almost other-worldly status (3ee Introduction). 
Another way of stating this stereotype would be that Roman Catholics often 
perceive their priests as identified with an autocratic hierarchy. Thus it 
would not seem odd for the Roman Catholic population of this study to perceive 
the clergyman-psychologist as less respectful than the layman-psychologist. 
It would also appear, however, that this result is related in part to the 
sex of the subject. Even though the interaction between role of experimenter 
and sex of subject did not reach significance, male subjects did rate the 
clergyman-examiner considerably lower on the scale than did female subjects. 
The little variation associated with the role variable--the exception 
being on the scale "respectful of me" discussed above--is in agreement with 
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the larger study by Davis (1968), and the Walker, Davis and Firetto (1968) 
study. Both of those investigations revealed that the clergyman-layman 
variable was not relevant. One difference between these studies, including 
the present one, and those on experimenter status reported by Rosenthal (1966) 
was that in Rosenthal's studies the subject's task involved conforming to an 
experimenter's influence. Higher status experimenters had been found to be 
more successful in obtaining such conformity. Besides the obvious dissimi-
larity of experimental design, there was the special setting of the population 
of subjects for the present study and those immediately preceding it. Davis 
(1968) has pointed out that the students at Loyola University, Chicago, where 
the study was performed, had simply grown accustomed to seeing men dressed as 
priests. Therefore, the unique clothing may well have lost its stimulus 
impact. 
In the case of sex of subject, however, the differences were far more 
pronounced and consistent. Significance was obtained on three of the 
dependent variables under study: "honest", "warmu, and "respectful of me 11 • 
The one inconsistency was on the scale "honest", the discussion of which will 
be held until later. 
On four of the five rating scales--namely, "liked me", "professional", 
"warm" and "respectful of me 11--females rated the experimenter higher than did 
males. On two of these, ''warm" and "respectful of me••, the difference between 
male-female responses was statistically significant (J?.<.os). The most 
obvious explanation for this rather consistent variation in ratings between 
males and females is that of a cultural difference. It is expected culturally 
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that in a face to face, oral testing situation that women will give higher 
positive ratings than men will to their experimenters. It must be remembered 
also that both experimenters were males, which condition would tend to make 
these results appear even more pronounced. Another contributing element 
would be the differential treatment, particularly in a dyadic situation, of 
male and female subjects afforded by the experimenter. This was emphasized 
by Rosenthal (1966,1967) where female subjects were shown to have received 
more friendly behavior from their experimenters and were treated more 
protectively. Rosenthal (1967, p. 358) concluded: "It might be suggested 
that in the psychological experiment, chivalry is not dead. 11 Significant sex 
differences were also obtained in the studies of Baur (1966), Wallter, Davis 
and Firetto (1968), and Davis (1968). 
There was a significant interaction between role of experimenter (clergy-
man vs. layman) and sex of subject on the rating scale "honest". This is the 
same scale on which the females, inconsistent with the other scales' results, 
rated the experimenters significantly lower than did the males. Here there 
is no doubt that the sex of the subject produced the significant role-sex 
interaction. Though the females rated the clergyman-experimenter somewhat 
higher on "honest" than did the males, the same females rated the layman-
experimenter much lower than did the males on this scale. The question raised 
by these data is, in a general way, how do females perceive males 1. ith regard 
to honesty? The results would suggest that "it depends". Though males rated 
the clergyman-examiner and the layman-examiner almost identically on ti.1e scale 
"honest", female subjects were significantly more selective in their ratings. 
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It would seem, therefore, that from the present data women perceive men 
differently with regard to honesty, dependent upon the role in which the man 
in question is perceived. Further research., utilizing also female experi-
menters, would be helpful to substantiate or negate this indication. 
Since the significant variation in response to role on one scale, and to 
role-sex interaction on another, appeared to have been produced in part by 
the pronounced differences attributable to the sex of the subject, generaliza-
tion from those results to another population is considered to have serious 
limitations imposed upon it. In other words, despite the finding of a 
significant variation in response to a clergyman-psychologist on one of five 
scales, the data in general tends to support other studies which found this 
particular variable to be irrelevant. 
CHAPTER VI 
Summary 
Thirty-two male and thirty-two female subjects were tested individually 
and orally by a Roman Catholic priest and a Roman Catholic layman, dressed 
as 1aymen. The same two experimenters, dressed as Roman Catholic priests, 
tested sixty-four more male and female subjects. Each of the one hundred 
twenty-eight subjects rated their respective experimenters on five variables 
embedded in a series of thirty twenty-po:5.nt rating scales. 
Analysis of the data from the subjects' ratings of the experirrcnters 
revealed that significant variations in subjects' perception of the experi-· 
menter may occur as a function of the sex of the subject, of the role of the 
experimenter as priest, or of an interaction between these t:Yo. The examiner 
variable proved to be irrelevant. 
30 
BI3UOGRAPHY 
Baur, Lynn. Examiner influence in psychological testing: nun vs. laywoman. 
Unpublished master's thests, Loyola University, Chicago, 1966. 
Binder, A., ncConnell, r,., & Sjoholtt, N. A. Verlinl conditioning as a function 
of experimenter characteristics. Jol!.t:,nal ot Abnormal fil!!! §ocial 
f.l!X.£!10~, 1957, 55, 309-314. 
Ca.rJson, E. R., & Cn:r.lson, .R.-ie. Male and feri1Rle subjects in personality 
research. .:l~!J~.!11 of Abnormal .!!.!!£. Social PsychologYt 1960, 61, 482-483. 
Davis, \~. E. Variations in human subjects' test performance as a function of 
the experimenter's experience, status, and procedural deception. 
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Loyola University, Chicago, 1968. 
Ekman, P., & Friesen, W. V. Status and personality of the experimenter as a 
detenninant of verbal conditioning. A111erican PS.J:fhologist, 1960. 15, 
430. (Abstract) 
Ferguson, D. c., & Buss, A. H. Operant conditioning of hostile verbs in 
relation to experimenter and subject character.is tics. JoE.,.~l Qf 
£2!!.sulting Psycl"t.q!Qgz. 1960, 24, 324-327. 
Friedman, N. , Kurland, D. , & Rosenthal, R. Experimenter behav1.or as an 
unintended determinant of subject rP.sponses. ..l<!':!_ffi8l _of. Projective. 
Te~hnique~ ~nd Personality Assessment, 1965, 29, 479-495. 
Hathaway, S. R., & McKinley, J. C. Minnesota ~phasic _?ersonalitY 
Inv~ntory Mam~, Revised. New Yorl:: Psychological Corporation, 1951. 
HovlandJ C. I., &. Janis, I. L. (Eds.) Pcrsonalitv_ ..filld !:~t~.!:!.!!.~Jbility. New 
Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1959. 
Hyman, H. H., Cobb, W. J., Feldman, J. J., Hart, C. W., & Stember, C.H. 
· Interv!~!.i!IB. ill §_ocial ~~ar<;.t~· Ch:I r:aLo: Universit;• of Chicago Press, 
1954. 
Kagan, J., & Moss, ri. J. Birth £.2.~!..lli:· New York: wiley, 1962. 
Kintz, B. L., Delprnto, D. J., Mettee, D. R., Persons, c. E., & Schappe, R.H. 
The expe.rimenter effect. J~sv;chol<;iJ~!S:..1!1 Bu1J .. ~!=.t1J., 1965, 63, 223-232. 
31 
32 
Lartigue, P. C. The stimulus value of a clergyman as the administrator of 
psychological tests. Unpublished master's thesis, Loyola University 
Chicago, 1967. 
Masling, J. The influence of situational and interpersonal variables in 
projective testing. Psychological Bulletin, 1960, 57, 65-85. 
McClelland, D. C. Wanted: a new self-image for women. In R. J. Lifton (Ed.), 
Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1965. Pp. 173-192. The Woman in America. 
McGuigan, F. J. The experimenter: a neglected stimulus object. Psychological 
Bulletin, 1963, 60, 421-428. 
Norm.an, R. D. A review of some problems related to the mail questionnaire 
technique. Educational.!!'!!!. Psychological Measurement, 1948, 8, 235-247. 
Prince, A. I. Relative prestige and the verbal conditioning of children. 
American Psychologist, 1962, 17, 378. 
Riecken, H. w. A program for research on experiments in social psychology. 
In N. F. Washburne (Ed.), Decisions, Values ,!!!.!! Groups. Vol. II. New 
York: Pergamon Press, 1962. Pp. 25-41. 
Robinson, D., & Rhode, S. Two experiments with an anti-semetism pole. 
Journal of Abnormal ~ Social Psychology, 1946, 41, 136-144. 
Rosenthal, R. Experimenter attributes as determinants of subjects' responses. 
Journal of Projective Technigues and Personality Assessment, 1963, 27, 
324-331. (a) 
Rosenthal, R. Experimenter modeling effects as determinants of subjects' 
responses. Journal of Projective Techniques and Personality Assessment, 
1963, 27, 467-471. (b) 
Rosenthal, R. 
research. 
Research. 
The effect of the experimenter on the results of psychological 
In B. A. Maher (Ed.), Progress in Experimental Personality 
Vol. I. New York: Academic Press, 1964. Pp. 79-114. 
Rosenthal, R. Experimenter Effects .!!!_ Behavioral Research. New York: 
Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1966. 
Rosenthal, R. Covert communication in the psychological experiment. 
Psychological Bulletin, 1967, 67, 356-367. 
Rosenthal, R., Fode, K. L., Friedman, c. J., & Vikan-Kline, Linda. Subjects' 
perception of their experimenter under conditions of experimenter bias. 
Perceptual A!lll Motor Skills, 1960, 11, 325-331. 
33 
Rosenthal, R., Friedman, N., & Kurland, D. Instruction-reading behavior of 
the experimenter as an unintended.determinant of experimental results. 
Joutnal of ExEerimfilll..!!~esearch in Personatiti, 1966 1 l, 122-226. 
Rosenthal, R. > & Perfiinger, G. W. Let's pretend: subjects' percept 1 on of 
imaginary experimenters. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 1962, 14, 407-409. 
Rosenthal, R., Persinger, G. W., Mulry, R. c., Vikan-Kline, Linda, & Grothe, 
H. Emphasi.s on experimental procedure, sex of subjects, &nd the 
pissing effects of experimental hypotheses. Journal of Projective 
'fechntgu~~ -~ -~sonality Assessment, 1964, 28, 470-·473. 
Sarason, I. G., & Minard, J. Interrelationships among subjects, experimenters 
and situational variables. Journal .2f Abnormal .!ru! Social Psychology, 
1963, 67, 87-91. 
Sarason., I. G., & Winkel, G. H. Individual diffet"ences among subjects and 
experimenters and subjects' self-description. Journal ,2!. Personalit;y 
.!!ll!, Soc!_{l.! .P~_ych.Q.!2gy, 1966, 3, 448-45 7. 
Sarason, S. B., Davidson, K. S., Lighthall, P. F., t;aite, R. R., & Ruebush, 
B. K. Anxiet;y in Elementary School Children. New York: Wiley, 1960. 
Seeman, J. f':;;ychotherapy. Annual Review gf Psychology, 1961, 12, 157-194. 
Stevenson, H. W. Social reinforcement with children as a function of CA, sex 
of .!£, and sex <>f 2_. ~& f>f .Ab!!.""'~ -~ :?_<L-?~1!! Ps.1.<;JJ..9lqgy. 1961, 
63, 147-154. 
Stevenson, H. w., & Allen, Sara. Adult performance as a function of sex of 
<~xperimenter :md sex of subject. J.q;!!J.lal gJ_ Ab1<m!2.~!. J!ni §.2£All!.l. 
Psxchqlog~, 1964, 68, 214-216. 
Stevenson, H. W., & Allen, Sara. 
ne"s as reinforcing agents. 
Variables associated with adults' effective-
J.9..1!.Ultl of r.-.:ll:!i12ilitlAtx., 19671 35, 246-26+. 
Taylor$ Jsnat A. A personality scale of manifost 1tmd1?ty. .Journal 2f:.. 
Abnormal .!ru! Social Psycholog;y, 1953, 48, 285-290. 
Walker, R. E., Davis, W. E., & Firetto, A. An experimenter variable: the 
psychologist-clergyman. J>sycholqg_:!_t;.-!l RenQ..tt.I?.' 1968, 22, 70'J-714. 
Walker, R. E., Farrell, G. E., McCarthy, W. J., & Baur, Lynn. Sex of examiner 
as a variable in IES test perfomance of college males.: .. Pe'£s!n~ .!ru!, 
Hotor Skills, 1965, 20, 195--198. · "<' ·. ·\. 
\\,\ 
\ 
34 
Walker, R. E., & Firetto, A. The clergyman as a variable in psychological 
testing. Journal of the Scientific Study of Religion, 1965, 4, 234-236. 
Walker, R. E., & Nicolay, R. C. A reexamination of anxiety: the Nicolay-
Wulker Personal P.eaction Schedule. Unpublished manuscript; Loy0la 
University, Chicago, 1963. 
Webb, W. B. Tu~ Profession _g,! Psychology. New York: Holt, Rinehart, and 
'Winston, 1963. 
Wicker, T. H. Examiner difference in a test situa.tion. Journal .2f Consulting 
Psychology, 1956, 20, 23-26. 
Winkel, G. H., & Sarason, I. G. Subject, experimenter, and situational 
variables in research on anxiety. Journal !!! Abnormal .!!!!!_ Social 
Psychology, 1964, 68, 601-608. 
APPROVAL SHEET 
The thesis submitted by John M. Cade, O.C.D. has been read and 
approved by three members of the Department of Psychology. 
The final copies have been examined by the director of the thesis 
and the signature which appears below verifies the fact that any 
necessary changes have been incorporated, and that the thesis is now 
given final approval with reference to content, form, and mechanical 
accuracy. 
The thesis is therefore accepted in partial fulfillment of the 
requirements for the Degree of Master of Arts. 
Date · 
